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PER CURI AM

Naquan Lanonte Eaddy seeks to appeal his conviction and
thirty-four nonth sentence inposed followng his guilty plea to
possession of an unregi stered sawed-off shotgun. See 26 U S.C
88 5841, 5861(d) and 5871 (2000).

Eaddy’s counsel filed a brief pursuant to Anders v.
California, 386 U S 738 (1967), stating that there were no
meritorious grounds for appeal but raising as potential issues
whet her the district court conplied with Fed. R Cim P 11 in
accepting Eaddy’'s gquilty plea and whether the court erred in

denyi ng Eaddy a two-1 evel decrease under U.S. Sentencing Guidelines

Manual , 8 3E1.1 (2002). Although advised of his right to file a
pro se supplenental brief, Eaddy declined to do so. Eaddy,
however, filed a Fed. R App. P. 28(j) letter directing our

attention to the Suprene Court’s recent decision in Blakely v.

Washi ngton, 124 S. C. 2531 (2004).

W have reviewed the record and conclude that the
district court fully conplied with Rule 11 and that Eaddy entered
his plea know ngly, voluntarily and intelligently. W also find
that the court did not err in determning that Eaddy was not
eligible for application of 8 3E1.1 due to his failure to appear at
jury selection. Finally, inlight of our recent decisionin United

States v. Hammoud, = F.3d __, 2004 W 2005622 (4th Cr. Sept. 8,




2004) (No. 03-4253), petition for cert. filed, = US LW __ (US

Aug. 6, 2004) (No. 04-193), Eaddy’s Blakely claimis without nerit.

In accordance with the requirenents of Anders, we have
reviewed the entire record in this case and have found no
meritorious issues for appeal. Accordingly, we affirm Eaddy’s
conviction and sentence. This court requires that counsel inform
his client, inwiting, of his right to petition the Suprene Court
of the United States for further review If the client requests
that a petition be filed, but counsel believes that such a petition
woul d be frivol ous, then counsel may nove in this court for |eave
to wthdraw fromrepresentation. Counsel’s notion nust state that
a copy thereof was served on the client.

We dispense with oral argunment because the facts and
| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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